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Episodic Ferspective Taking’ . : 2

Ahstract

The study inveétigate& the effects of writers’ attending to che
informational needs of their readera(episodic perspective
taking). Specifically, each of ésﬁcollege freshman was randomly
assi1gned to one of three treatment coﬁditions: 1) no attention ta
andirnce, 2) attentiaon to audience dufing prewriting, and 7)
atlention to audience duﬁinq fevising.'étuUEnts' pre- and post-
Fest writing samples were scormd for development, organization,
aynt av, cmheren¢9, diction, attention to audtehce,ﬁand overall
quality. Results indicated that atténding fo audience during

revising is an effective strategy for improving some features of

students’ writing.
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Episodic Ferspective Taking ; ' ' 3

Empirical Considerations of Episodic Pérspective Taking

Mathod '

Suhjects .

- — ey ——

Sub jects for thﬁ presant ;tuqy ware 695 students enralled in

t

three anctions of Engligh 101, the first "regular-track" course

uf the two-semester freshman composition requirement ak the

¢

Iniversity nf Arizona. Pfacement. in the course is based on the
0T o HRAT s TSWE srore comhined with a halistic score on a short
impromptu essay. A student with ‘an ACT of under 14 inay get into

101 if he or she scores a 7 or 8 an the essay. (An essay score is

.

determined by adding together the scaores of 2 raters whao have
]

rated the essay on a 4-point scale.) A student with an ACT score

of %1 may also be placed in lpl if the essay score is anly a 2 or

«

a . In terms af TSWE scores,:a student may gain 10l placement:

with a score as low as 37 i4ihe or she earns a 4, 7, or 8 an the
essay. On the other hand, a ﬁSNE score as high as 60 may also
recult in a 101 placement if the student earns only a 2 or 3 an
the essay.

Berause there were incamplete sets of data from 17 stuwients,
dat v from 48 students were used in Irhe study. Nf those 40, 17

wer-2 in the contral group, 17 were in the prewriting group, and

1R were in the revising group.)

Stiaulis Materials
The three of us developed a generic set of directions to

g de students through the drafting of their essays. These

4 BESTCOPY AVAiLbL:




Epiwmd?c Ferapective Taking 4
dirnctions wére intended to remind students of somé of the

considerations specified in the written asﬁignment, which had

been given to students in all sections of 101. That assignment

‘askid students first to write abog;\? topic they cared an& knew

about . Second, it a%ked.them to considef an audience coﬁsiqtnng | ‘
of peers, Third, the aegighment vaguely outlined a purpose for

the assignment. Fouwrth, thé assignment reminded students to

C O i feap modes appropriate to fheir purposes and topics. Fifth,

the assignment askad students to edit carefully. (The oriiginal

assignment. appears in Table 1, the 4{rst‘hage of your packets.i

T B S S S Sy Sy P D G N T W oo Sl ey S D ST S W ST WS Wi oG

D G s it e S S D D WS S N D L TR GAED S S A e el S e iy SRS

In addition -to the genéric directions, we prepared 4 generic
questians that ;tudents were to answer in short written
responses. The éenenih directions and questions were given to all
students in tha‘studyﬁ However, approximately aone-third aof the
stuilents were to ;nswer 4 more questions, designed to enrourage
thew to focus on episodic perspective taking as they drafted
the, r esasays, That.iq, they were asked to consider their rearers’
Fnowledage nf the tapic. (The generic prewriting diraections, the
fors generte questions and the fowr episadic perspective taking
questions appear in Table 2, the second page nof your packets.)

e @t S e EDSP At Gemh Ay Gt B e > Pe P et s oy e S Ay e S

Insart Table 2 abaut here

T 1t S P e e Gt e ¢}y —— . — — —" v Y S e w— S

Tha we alsao developerd a generic set af directions to guiite
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Episodic Ferspective Taking

students as they revised their essays. These directions reminded
students to canaidé;fdevelopment, orcanization, and even
Rrditorial matters as they revised. Fallowing the directions, faour
generic questions focused on the same concerns. Again, all
students in the study received these directions and questions.
Howsver , one-thiv- of the students were asked to write short
rasponses to four questions intended to facus their attention an
epi Lifl1e perspective taking as they revised. (Tha generir
revisiog directiong, the four generic questions, and the four

episodic perepective taking questions appear i1n Table 3, the

third page of your packets.)

U A D A ek it £4 S te S PG T G W D S et 1Ot S D it Gl PO Sy S S

Froedures

Earh of the &5 students in the present study was randomly
assiqned tn one aof 3 treatment groups: 1) control grauwvp, 2)
prevriting group, and 3) revising group. All 3 groups received
the «forementinned generic directions and qneqtibns hath far
dratiing and revising. The drafting directions and guestinns wer e
h« rihuted tn atudwnﬁq whe2n they received the written ABs1gnment
for the essay, and the revising inﬁtructinns were distributed
wheio the early drafts were returned to students.

Students in the prewriting group received episndic -

percnnctive- taking questions when the gJeneric directions and

nue dions for drafting were distributed.

6 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Students in the revising group received episodic-
perspective-taking questions when the generic directions and
qun%tiﬁns were distributed.
| When instructors coll -cted stgdents' early and revised
verqin?g ai the essays, we photoropied the papers and returned
Fham tn instructors the same day. This procedure, like nthers in

Lhee Sturdy, was $allowed to allow instructaors to maintain normal

reab g g thely classrooms.,

D tyn and Analysis
The study employed a repeated measures design with one trial
fartor (version: original and revision) and one groupﬁng factor

(treatment: control, prewriting, revising).

3caring
Two experienced university composition instructors scored

tEhe essays for development, organization, syntax, coherence, and
divlion. Twa axperienced university composition instructors
s rred the essar for averall quality (holistically) and for the
deqgr e of attentinn tn audience. Both sets nf judyes employed
toen point qrales on all dependent measures. Far each Mme Asur e,
screms from the two judges were added together ta create o
Crospnsite soore, which was later subjected to statistical ,
antlyses. HBefare the papers were scored, ariainal and revised
varsions wer @ mixed together with names removed.

For the purpose of calrulating agreement hetween judges,

tdentical siores ar scaras that differed by only 1| point were

~ -

(e sudered anstances af agreement. Scores that dif fered by 2 ar T

7 BEST COPY AVAILABLE |



Fpiendic Forepective Taking 7
points were considered ir . -~ces of disagreemént. For the 2
Judges who scored the o, .al and revised versions far diction,
syntax, organization, coherence, and development, the percentarne
ot greement was 100% an all 10 measures. me the 2 judges who
szorad hoth versione for averall quality and attentiaon to
Aandienee, the percentéges 0f agreament. were as fallows: 95.8% for
aregroatl bolistic, AZ.3Y% for original andienre, IN.8% for ravieed
hatrarre, and AL 3% for reviaad andience.

Rasults

We first subjected gain scores far the three treatment graups
to r'ne-way analyses of variance. ANOVA results indicated a
significant treatment effect only for one dependent measure:
coherenre, F (2,485) = 4.243, p = .0202. To further examine this
ettect, we userd a Scheffe a pasteriori contrasts test, which
itnvhrcated that the mean gain score in coherence was si1gnitirantly
hhgher for the revising gronp than for the control group. While
the control group and the prewriting group each experienced
negative gains (or 1nsses) in cnherence scnres (M = -.31, SD =
L4 and M = - 04, SD =.97, respectively), the reviaing group
Sxprerioneed a gain af L 77 (8D 5 .79) for that score. ANOVA
revadts indicatead that trealment effects for © ather dependenl
measures approached statistical significance. The p-valuea for
Al srores in arganizatinn was p = .0748, and for gain scores in
sayni vt at was p o= ,08%8. ANOVA results for gains 1n diction,

devi.lapment , attentionn to andience, and overall quality did not

Aapprccach atatistical significanrce,

8 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Epindic Ferspective Taking (2]
’ Expecting the prewriting graup to perform better than the
other two groups did on original versions of the essays, we
suhmitted each of the seven dependent measures for that version
to 2 one~way ANDOVA. Results indicated that there were no
atynificant differences on the aoriginal version for any of the
sevin measires.

We next lonked more specifically at differences hetween the
proewe i trng and rRvising treatments for earh of the dependent:
M astres mentioned above., We used a sepriss nf t-teats to examine
the wfiarts of thes: btreatments. Far 4 of the measures (gains 1n
diction, davelopment,‘attenfion to audience, and averall quality)
we fnund no significént differences between the pﬁewiting and
revising groups. Hnwever,_t—tests did reveal significant
dirtfarences for the remaining three measures: gains in syntax,
organization,; and coher-ence. Those resilts appear in Tahle 4: -

Table 4 . ¢

significant Gain-Score Differences for Two Treatment Rroups

[ 4
Prewriting Group Revising Group
Measure M sD M SD t n
svnt ax . (b . 64 b7 1.14 -2.32 .08
croanizAation 00 {. 00 .A9 1.41 -2 1A T
coitimrAnce —~.A .97 .77 <75 -2, hh LU

v vddentally, the gaitna for the contrnl groun nn earh of thean three

measiires were Aas fol lows:s

M sh
-7 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
arrpanic..tiron -.08 1.55
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Episodic Perepective Taking - ' .9

coherence -.31 1.44

We were also interested in overall gain scores--scores for
the three groups combined. For this purpose we ran a series of
matched-pairs t~tests hetween scores on original and revised
drafts. Those t-tests indicated that revising reaultea in gains
for all 7 measures, but thzre were nn significant differences.
Tﬁbqa Naing ranged from a low nf . 167 for coherence to a high aof
LA e nver';;ll Al ity

ke also wanked to examine the strength of relationshjns
hertwren aats of measures for the 48 sets of papers :ncludéd in
the study. To do th;s, we computed Pearson Product-~Mnment
Correlation caorfficients for each of all pmss{ble setg aof
~easures for each draft of the papers and for the gains. Tahle S
containg FPearasnn cnefficients for ii.naee variables that were most
strongly related--thnse with r’'s greater than .60. Fach of the
correlations was significant at or helow the .001 level.
Table §
Correlations Between Selected Sets of Variables

Correlations on Original Prafts

it 1on/syntax .79

dirsinon/development .64

arnanycation/cnherence 7% :
nrgam . ation/devel opment .75 4
rroherencra/davel npment .62 /
ovir all Zaudience «6H9

- i . - — . e

dicrtion/syntayx .73

dirtinn/rcoherence 72

dictrmn/develapment .64 BEST COPY AVA”-ABLE
wyntar/organization .64
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Episodic Perspective Taking T 10

syntax/coherence .73

synta:/devel oppment .70

nrqganization/coherence .85 .

organization/devel opment -.B&

roherence/devel apmant .88 : \
overall ZJaudience : .83

Correlations for Gain Scores . : .

aorqganization/coherence . 69
organization/devel opment .71
~averall/audience <bH1
Discussion \V/

Frr several reasons, we wish to he cautions in interpraeting
the resilts of this study. First, we need to remind yon that
Subject mortality was high. When we initially entered the three
sectiaons of English 101 to give directions to students, there
ware 78 students enrolled in thase sections. By the time we
gathered the first batch of d;ta, 13 students had dropped those
secrtions. And. then, when we had finished gathering data, we nad
complete sets from only 48 students. As a result, we ended up
with relatively small group sizes.

We need to be cautious for a second reason, which relates to
stufents’ responses to the generic and episodic—perspective-
fab|;g nuestions., We did remove from the study any stndent who
drar onb oy eapond to Bvey question, and this proareditre did worsen
the cothgect mrtality probhlem. We daid not, however, make any
qualytative or quantitative distinctions among types of responses
Lo questiona. We did notice, however, --and we must confess-—that
s 0ot Lhnse responses were prrfunctary. All responses assured
us that studeants had read the auestions, but some left us

wirs bar 1) how moch thought students had invested in their

11  BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Episodic Ferspective Tading 11

responses.

Even given our praﬁansity for cautitn, though, there seems
ta he some r;nm for optimiam. Firat, ANOVA results indicated that
the revising group had a significantly gi-eater gain in &nherence
than did the caontrol group. Further, ANOYA results indicated that
gains in organization and syntax were neérly significant. °

Alan, t-tests indicated.tﬁat the revising greup had
sign fivantly greater gains than the nrawriting group on the
meAsur2s ot dynbtax, arganizatinon, and roherence. Additionally;
bhat group had gr prater nains, although not significant opes, on
develnpment and overall quality.

These results seem to suggest, but by no means prove, that
npisod§c~perqpac£ive—taking exercises may aid students as they
revise. The fact that the prewriting group did not out—-perform
the nther groaps on the origihal vRrsians, though, seems also ta
siuggest that episodic-perspective-taking exer:ises may be more
pffactive as reviaing exerciseq than prewriting exercises.

These results serm to support some of Peter Elbow's notinne
Aabont audience. Tn Writing With Power, Elbhow comments an audience
45 warly as the first page af the first rhapter.éHe Anes nat qgive
it full attention, though, until Chapter 17, the first of fouwr
thaaters dealing with andience. By this paint in the honk, as you
recall, he has, for the mnst part, finished gﬁscussing invention
stratrgirea, He explnres a variety cf ways that audiences atfact
writeras, In Chaptrer 1A, entitled "Audience as Focusing Force," he

“reacentratelsl on audience as a kind of magnetic field which

fpreer bt an prganiving or focusing force on our words. As we come

1o BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Episndic Perspective Taking 17

closer to an audience, 1ts field of force tends to pull our words
inte: shapes or configurations determined by its needs or point of
view. As we move farther away from the audience, our words are
freer to rearrange themselves, to bubble and change and develaop,
tn +allow their own whims, without any interfersnce from the
neads nr orientation nf the audience" (p. 191). Well, 1.don’t
know that T can say that Elbow would take delight in our results,
but it dnes spem that our results coincide with Elbnw'g notinnsg
abhout the time tn ask writere tn serinualv consider audicn-es.
Mr results al«o relate te some of the findings of Linda
Flower and John Hayes. In their article "The Caognition of L
Disrovery: Defining a Rhetarical Prablem," which appeared in the
name we assigr o the givens with which a writer must work,
namely, the audience and assignment" (p. 26). They go an to note
that, "The writer’'s initial analysis nf the assignment and
audimvnre was usually hrief. Mast writers--both navice and axpert-
=plunged quickly into generating ideas, hut often returned tn
reronsider these givens later" (p. 24). In the article, Flower
Anfl Hayes gn on tn talk about a writer 's considering "the ~ffert
Ehe wetter wants to have on the reader". They note that "(ne of
the hallmarts of the qgoods writers was the time they spent
thinking abnut how they wanted to affect the reader" (p. 27). -
Flower and Hayes ranclude the article by nating that "the ability
tn +uplore a rhetorical problem isg eminently teachable" (p. 3t1).

The rasults nf our study suggeat that this ability may be easily

tea bl e,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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In their article "Plans That Guide the Composing FProcess,"
whirh appears in Fredericksen and Dominic's Writing: Process,
Development, and Communication (LEA, 1981), describe “"reader-
hased plans" for pradurcing a paper. These "Reader-~focuses plans
arur when writerq-spend a great deal of time considering whno
their audience is and developing plans or strategies based on
what the reader might aésume, ohjects to, or need to knaw" (p.
43y, Again in this articlae, they assert that teachers need tn
"intervens At pnints in the writing process that could do weiters
the most gnod--as they are artually engagerd in the act of
writing”" (p. S55). And again our results seem to suggest the same
thing--at least in terms of audience awareness.

I+ T may dwell a little longer on the work of Flower and
Hayes--or at least the work aof half of that team, Linda Flawer.
In the Second Fdition of her book, Problem-Solving Strategies far
Writing, ahe gives nine "steps and s3trategies far the campnsing
process.” The fifth step is to "Know the.Needs of Your Reacder,"
and the sixth is to "Transform Writer-Baased Prose [nto Reader-
Baswd Frose.” As with Elbow, Flaower treats this focus on audience
attar she has treated invention strategies. Her notions about
Attention bo andience, like Flbhow's, coincide with what our
raa-alts angngest: that attention to episodic pereﬁentive taking
can he an aid to revising.

Sondra Ferl, in her December 1986 (CCC article entitled

structuring, which she defines as "the ability to craft what one

infends to say so that it is intelligible to others" (p. 748) She
/s

14  BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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r she treats it as the whole process, rather than a part of it.
She adds that "For prajeciive structuring to function fully,
writers need to draw on their capacity to move away from their
awn wo;da, tn decenter fram the page, ard to project themselves
into the role of the reader" (p. 36A).
Finally, and more nenerally, 1 think that our resulta seem

ta carrespond to Donald Rubin’s description of rognitive
disvel apmental modals af the role né Audience 10 composing:

One of the more germané findings of

studies of compasing processes pertains

to the temporal relationship between

audience awareness ant other aspacts of

composing, invention in particular.

Cogmi tive developmental models tend tn

paortray audience adaptation as a post

hoc editing operation, imposing

constraints on already fully formed

contant. Such models suggest that

comnunicators encode events for

themsmlves, and then rernde them for

aufinrncrs, (214)
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Table 1

CAssignment for Esuay One, First Version, English 101, Fall, 1984

”

Since people write best about wh.t they knouv best, think of a subject
about which you know more than most pueople do, whether that be chess or omelets,
rock-climbing cr scouting, horses or sclence fiction, a place or a person, the
flute or the future, Agatha Christie mysteries, Bogart films, or Mash reruns.
(Construct your own shorter list of possibilitics.)

Your audience for this writing is, first, your instructor, since Freshman
Composition is a ccurse required by the college you are 1in, whatever major -
you have chosen or will choose, and since what you are writing will be evaluated.
But your audlence is also the other members of the class and perhaps even all
readers of A Student's Guide to Fréshman Composition (all of next year's frestmen,
their instructors, and many Arizora high school scniors and their teachers).
Regard this audience as consisting of educated fellow writers, persons interested
in what genuinely interests other people. At the same time, they, like you,
probably want to read only what is clearly and vividly written. ‘This natural
desire of readers means work for the writer.

Your primary purposes for writing this essay are probably to fulfill the
writing assi:nment and to pass- the course. But in order to do this, you need to
assign yourself other purposes, such as to interest your audience (and yourself)
by writing well about a subject of genuine interest to you (and therefore to us).

Any subject can be thought about in many ways. For this first assignment,’
think about your subiect by observing its details and drawing inferences about
them, by defining terms essential to it so that readers can understand it as
you do, by classifying it into types or dividing it into its essential parts
so that you can explain it more effectively to your readers, and by illustrating
it with spacific examples so that you can help your readers to experience it
as you do. Your finished essay may include only the best of this thinking (in
on: or more of the modes just described), organized clearly into points (subideas
o' toplc sentences), and details that support a central idea (assertion or
thesis statement)., :

The finished essay should be about 700 words (the equivalent of three typed,
double-spaced pages with one-inch margins). It should have a title to interest
your readers and to indicate its subject. It should also contain essential
information in a heading in the right-hand upper corner: your name, the course
anq'section number, your instructor's name, and the date. (See Handbook,
pp, 135-136, "The Final Copy.")

CCCC Convention

’ Ninneapolis, March 1985
Duane H, Roen
Depte. of iénglish
University of Arizona
Tucson, A4 85721
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Table 2

NAME

You have already considered severl factors that ave very important to
the essay you're writing. First, you've been asked to write about a subject
that you think you know a little bit betLter than most people do. Second,
you've been given instruction on several modes of composition from which to
choese the mode best suited to your specific topic., Third, your assignment
sheet briefly discusses your purposes for writing this particular essay on
this particular topic. And fourth, you have défined and done some thinking

about the audience for your essay.
Careful attention to all of these lactors should help you tremendously
83 you write your essay. There are, iu addition, several more points whicu
you should find helpful. Please consider the following points before writ-
ing your essay, and respond to them in writing on the back of this sheet.
First, briefly respond to the following four questions about your topic:

l.) Why did you choose this particular topic?

éi) What is it about this topic that interests you enough to write about
it?
3.) How have you obtained your knowledge of this topic?

4.) Why do you feel that this topic is worthy of writing an essay about?

Now you should focus on several features of your audience which may affect
the writing of your essay. Address the following points before you begin.
writing the essay. Please be uas thorough and specific as possible.

5.) Make a list of those things your readers most likely already know
about your topic,

6.) Now list those things which your readers probably don't know about
your topic, and which they will need to know in order to understand your
essay., ‘

7.) Briefly explain how you decided what your audience's prior knowledge
or lack of prior knowledge was about your topic. Try to explain how "ou knew
what your audience did or did not know.

8.) Now take a few moments to really consider your answers to points 5,6,
and 7 above, Now that you have focused on these points, hcw will you adapt
your essay to accomodate your readers? Be as specific as possible.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

18




Table 3
NAMI

Now that the rough draft of your essay has been returned to you aad you
are set to begin revising, there are muny things for you to consider to de-
termine how best to revise your essay. Central among your considerations
will be the aspects of ccaceptual, organicational, and editorial revision
which your text and instructor have discussed. Taking the time to carefully
exanine each of these considerations will help you along to a successful re-
vision of your essay.

The following points are de%igned to help you get focused on some of
the importunt aspects of revision. As you did when writing your essay, take
the time Lo consider these points before you begin revising, and respond to
them on the back of this sheet.

First, briefly respond to the following four questions, considering how
each of the points raised will affect your revision:

'.) Are tjffere any ideas yu need to alter, add, or leave out? Briefly
explain whv or why not,

2.) Du .you need to make any dramatic changes in the essay's overall
organization? Explain why.

3.) Du you need to reorganizi any of the paragraphs? How and why?

4.) How aware do you need to be of mechanics, punctuation, and grammar
as'you begin your revision?

Next vou should focus ~n several teatures of your audience which may
affect the revising of your essay, Address the following points before you
beg ' u the revision. Please be as thorough and specific as possible.

5.) M;ke a list of thcse things your readers most likely already know

about your topic,
-~

f
6.) Now list those things which your readers probably don't know about
your topic, and which they will need to know in order to understand your essay.

7.) Briefly explain how you decided what your audience's prior knowledge
or lack of prior knowledge was about your topic. Try to explain how you knew
what your audience did or did not know,

8.) Now take a few moments to really consider your answers to points 5, 6,
and 7 above, Now that you have focused on these points, how will you adapt
your essdy to accomodate your readers? Be as specific as possible.

BEST coPY AVAILABLE
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Table 4

Significant Gain-Score Differences for Two Treatment Groups

e g, Sy e B et S

ayntax « 06

orge ization .00

coherence -.04

Correlations Between Selected Sets
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.97 .72
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<64
.73
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.62
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.64
73
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